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Summary

The California Postsecondary Education Commasston -- hke its
predecessor, the Coordinating Council for Higher Education --
has long been involved in various portions of the capital outlay
process, including the review of proposals for new campuses
and off-campus centers, the review of bond 1ssue legislation,
the projection of new campus costs, and the analysis of space
and utilization standards Now, due to the most severe budget
cnsis 1n the history of Calhiformia’s State government, and the
continumg demand for postsecondary education services, the
need for long-range facilities planming has never been more
apparent

To that end, the Commission has agreed to establish a perma-
nent Capital Outlay Planning Advisory Committee that wall
involve all four of Califorma’s systems of higher education and
various State regulatory and control agencies 1n a collabora-
tive effort designed to use scarce resources 1n the most effective
manner This new committee will review long-range enroll-
ment and space needs projections, analyze capital costs and the
approval process for proposed construction, consider alterna-
tive funding sources, and serve as an forum for discussing
space and utilization standards

The Commission has also asked that each system of higher
education submit to 1t a 15-year long-range plan every five
years beginning in 1994, so that the Commission may submit a
total State 15-year plan to the Governor and Legislature every
five years beginning 1n 1995

Finally, the Commussion has revised 1ts guidelines for review-
1ng proposals for new campuses in order to to streamline and
clanfy the approval process Although the guidelines were
most recently revised only two years ago, growing demand for
approval review by the community colleges combined with se-
vere staff reductions at both the Commission and the Depart-
ment of Finance have made this revision necessary

In this report, the Commussion explains 1ts rationale for these
changes and 1ts expectations of their impact. The Commission
adopted this report at 1ts meeting of August 24, 1992, on rec-
ommendation of 1ts Fiscal Policy and Analysis Commuttee

Additional copies of the report may be obtained by writing the
Commission at 1303 J Street, Fifth Floor Sacramento, CA
95814-2938
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1 Conclusions and Recomendations

CALIFORNIA State government 15 facing a circum-
stance unigue 1n 1ts history a confluence of massive
growth and shrinking resources -- of growing de-
mands for services concurrent with an 1mmense
budgetary deficit that 13 both economcally eycheal
and programmatically structural To deal with this
dilemma of contraction and expansion, comprehen-
sive planming and the conservation of available re-
sources have never been more needed, and perhaps
nowhere 13 this more true than in higher education

The demand for admission to the State’s campuses
18 on & steep upward curve, yet there 13 considerable
doubt that the resources needed to provide educa-
tional services to the students of the rest of the
19908, and the buildings to house them, will be
forthcoming As early as 1987, the Commission’s
executive director warned

If caprtal outlay appropnations sufficient to re-
model and maintain the existing plant, as well
as to provide new construction, are not forth-
coming over the next 12 years, i1t 18 hikely that
the segments will experience several negative
consequences

+ They may not be able to accommodate all
qualified students, particularly those eligible
to attend the University and the State Uni-
versity

s Their quality and relevance of 1nstruction
will decline 1f adeguate facilities are not pro-
vided This could be particularly serious in
the sciences and engineering, where the ra-
pudity of technological change necessitates
the availlabihity of modern facilities

¢ They could suffer increasing health and safe-
ty problems, particularly on the older cam-
puses

o The State's enormous investment 1n 1ts 135
public campuses will be 1n jeopardy (Calfor-
nia Postsecondary Education Commission,
1987, p. 3)

This assessment remains no less true today, and 1t
suggests that, 1f the need for resources 1s great, the
need for planning to manage those resources 1s even
greater To make that planning effective, 1t has be-
come clear that many of the disparate elements that
constitute capital outlay planning and review --
projections of enrcllment and costs, space stan-
dards, the review of proposals for new campuses and
centers -- need to be 1ntegrated into a single plan-
ning framework

This report 18 directed to the creation of that frame-
work, the central feature of which must necessarily
be a comprehensive consultation process that will
mvolve each of the three systems of Califernia pub-
Lic higher education plus the independent colleges
and umversities, the Department of Finance, the
Office of the Legislative Analyst, and the Commus-
sion as central and permanent participants, and --
on an as-needed basis -- such other groups and indi-
viduals as the advisory committee may consider ap-
propriate In addition, as resources permit, the
Commission may be able to retain specialists and
professional consultants to provide certain techni-
cal information relating to construction costs and
quahty, building codes, and even procedural mat-
ters relating to the project approval process 1tself

As noted 1o Part Two of this report, among the Com-
tniesion's principal historical roles has been 1ts re-
sponsibility to review proposals for new campuses
and educational centers and the Commission an-
tictpates refining and streamlining that role 1n the
coming years To that end, it has revised and re-
named 1ts Guideltnes for Review of Proposed Cam-
puses and Off-Campus Centers to reflect the new re-
alities of the times -- among them, a need to create
greater clarity in the defimtions of different types of
nstitutions, outline the specifics of systemwide
long-range plans, define planning responsibilities
more precisely, ensure improvements 1n inter-sys-
tem cooperation and communication, and stream-
line the Commission’s own review procedures



The Commission proposes to estabhish a forum for
preliminary discussion early 1n the planming pro-
cess to bring together program and facihities plan-
ning issues 1n these discussions For that purpose
the Commission proposes the following:

1 By October 1992, the Comm:ssion will establish
a Capital Outlay Policy Advisory Committee
(COPAC) to consist of representatives from the
Department of Finance, the Office of the Legs-
lative Analyst, the Umveraity of California, the
California State University, the Califorma Com-
munity Colleges, the independent colleges and
universities, and Commission staff Commuis-
slon staff may invite other individuals, technical
experts, and agency representatives to discuss
specific subjects with the Commaittee as appro-
priaie.

2. The Committee, 1n cooperation with the higher
education institutions and the Comm:ssion's In-
tersegmental Program Review Committee
{IPRC), may consider the following subjects

e Areview of long-range capital outlay cost pro-
Jections of the systems of higher education
and the methodologies by which the systems
derive those projections,

e The most cost-effective methods of providing
access to students;

s Ways to reduce the need for additional facili-
ties;

¢ Capital outlay admimstrative and regulatory
procedures,

o Ways to reduce capital outlay costs and ex-
tend the life of buldings,

e Capital outlay funding sources and possible
new sources,

s Space and utilization standards, and

o The Commission’s Guidelines for the Review
of Proposed Univeraity Campuses, Community
Colleges, and Educational Centers (reproduced
mn Part Three below).

In conaidering these areas of intereat, the Com-
mission wishes to make clear that it does not 1n-
tend to involve itaelf 1n the review of individual
proposals for acquisition, planning, working
drawing, construction, or equipment funding

that may be developed by the systems of hugher
education, 1n the setting of the annual project
priority lists submitted to the Department of Fi-
nance by the systems, or 1n the consideration of
specific capital outlay projects that may be n-
cluded 1n the Governor's Budget and reviewed
by the Legislature

3. The Commission requests each of the pubhe sys-

tems to develop a long-range systemwide plan
for submission to the Commission and the CO-
PAC membership by January 1994, and every
five years thereafter, that will include the fol-
lowing elements:

o For all three public systems, a 15-year under-
graduate enrollment projection for the system
-- the Community College Chancellor’s Office
should also submit projections for each dis-
trict -- preeented in terms of both headcount
and full-time-equivalent students (FTES)
Each systemwide report shall include a full
explanation of all assumptions underlying the
projection.

¢ For the Umiversity of Califormia and the Cah-
fornia State Unmiversity, a systemwide 15-year
graduate enrollment projection, presented
with a full explanation of all assumptions un-
derlying the projection

s For all three pubhic aystems, evidence within
the long-range plan of cooperative planning
with the other public systems, such as docu-
mentation of official contacts, meetings, cor-
respondence, or other efforts to integrate 1its
own planning with other planming efforts
Wherever possible, consideration should be
given to the physical capacities and future ex-
pansion plans of existing independent col-
leges and uruversities If disagreements exist
among the public systems regarding such
matters as enrcllment projections or the
scope, location, construction, or conversion of
new facilities, the long-range plan should
clearly state the nature of those disagree-
ments

¢ For all three public systems, the physical and
planned enrollment capacity of each mstitu-
tion within the system Physical capacity
shall be determined by analyzing exiating ca-
pacity space plus funded capacity projects



Planned enrollment capacity shall be defined
as the ultimate enrollment capacity of the
institution as determined by the respective
goverming hoard of the syatem -- Regents,
Trustees, or Board of Governors.

For all three public systems, a development
plan that includes the approximate opening
dates (within a range of plus or minus two
years) of all new 1nstitutions -- university
campuses, community colleges, and educa-
tional centers; the approximate capacity of
these nstitutions at opeming and after five
and ten years of operation, the geographic
area 1n which these 1nstitutions are to be lo-
cated (region of the State for the University of
Califorma, county for the Califorma State
Unuversity, and district for community col-
leges); and whether an educational center 18
proposed to be converted into a2 community
college or umversity campus within the 15-
year period specified

A projection of the capital outlay cost (exclud-
ing bond interest) of any new institutions pro-
posed to be built within the 15-year period
specified, arrayed by capacity at various
stages over the 15 years (e g opening enroll-
ment of 2,000 FTES; and 5,000 FTES five years
later, etc.) together with a statement of the
assumptions used to develop the cost projec-
tion.

A projection of the ongoing capital outlay cost
(excluding bond interest) of existing institu-
tions, arrayed by the cost of new space to ac-
commodate enrollment growth and the cost to
renovate existing buildings and infrastruc-
ture, together with a statement of the as-
sumptions used to develop the cost projection

and with maintenance costs included only if
the type of maintenance mvolved 15 normally
part of a system's capital outlay budget

4 The Commigsion also asks that the three public

systems submit by December 1, 1992, a progress
report on the development of their long-range
plans that w1ll iclude ten-year enrollment pro-
jections, preliminary expansion plans that wiil
include the approximate locations and opening
dates of all proposed new university campuses
and educational centers, and a prioritization of
those expansion plans by the year or range of
years in which students are expected to be ad-
mitted

. The Commssion, 1n consultation w1th the Adwi-

sory Committee, will review the plans of the
public systems, engage in extensive consultation
with representatives from the independent col-
leges and umiveraities, and integrate all plan-
ning efforts 1nto a single statewide development
plan for higher education to be presented to the
Legislature 1n January 1995 and every five
years thereafter In its long-range development
plan, the Commission shall recommend to the
Governor and the Legislature whatever changes
in mattera relating to capital outlay that it
deems reasonable and prudent.

The Commuission hereby adopts 1ts revised Guide-
lines for the Review of Proposed Uniwversity Cam-
puses, Community Colleges, and Educational
Centers and will forward copies to the central of-
fices and all campuses of the three public sys-
tems of higher education 1n California, and to
the Association of Independent Califorrua Col-
leges and Universities



2 Background for the Recommendations

Origins of coordinated planning
in the 1960 Master Plan

According to the Master Plan Survey Team that
wrote A Master Plan for Higher Education in Cali-
fornia 1960-1975, the primary reason for designing
that plan was

the introduction 1n the 1959 Legislature of 23
bills, three resolutions, and two constitutional
amendments designed (a) either to establish or
to study the need for new institutions, (b)
change the functions of existing institutions,
and {¢) change the present structure for the or-
gamization, control, and admimstration of pub-
licly supported higher education in the state
(1960, p. 20

To form the basis for more orderly planning 1n
higher education, the Survey Team sought to
develop accurate 15-year projections of enrollment,
differentiate the functions of Califormia’s public
colleges and unmiversifies, and estimate the long-
range costs of expansion and the State’s ability to
pay those costs. But the Survey Team knew that a
stronger coordinating mechaniam was needed than
the Liaison Committee of the Regents of the Uni-
versity of Califormia and the State Board of Educa-
tion -- the latter being the agency responsible for
the state colleges and the commumty colleges at
that time The team noted that the voluntary
coordinating machinery of the Liaison Commuittee
had been weakened “by certain unilateral actions
taken by the boards in violation of existing
agreements and on matters of mutual concern
which had not first been considered by the Liaison
Committee™ (p 21)

To correct this problem of ineffectual voluntary
coordination, and to diminish political influence 1n
the establishment of new campuses, the Survey
Team called on the State to create a coordinating
board with three functions'

» Review of the annual budget and capital outlay
requests of the Umversity and the State College

System, and presentation to the Governor of
comments on the general level of support sought

o Interpretation of the functional differentiation
among the publicly supported 1nstitutions pro-
vided 1n this section, and 1n accordance wath the
primary functions for each system as set forth
above, advise The Regents and The Trustees on
programs appropriate to each system

e Development of plans for the orderly growth of
higher education and making of recommenda-
tions to the governing boards on the need for and
location of new facihities and programs (p 3)

In passing the Donahoe Higher Education Act
(Chapter 49, Statutes of 1960), the Legislature as-
signed all three of these functions to the new Co-
ordinating Council for Higher Education -- the pre-
decessor of the California Postsecondary Education
Commussion Sigmificantly, the 1ssue of capital out-
lay forms the basis of two of the three functions that
the Survey Team, and subsequently the Legisla-
ture, thought appropnate for the new Council, and
to the extent that program review and capital out-
lay are related -- as they surely are -- all three func-
tions can be said to deal with physical facilities

Developments 1n coordinated
planning since 1960

In the five years following legislative adoption of 1ts
charter legslation, the Council published four re-
ports dealing wnth capital outlay planning (1983,
1964a, 19654, and 1965b), each of which dealt with
the need for new campuses and off-campus centers
In two other reports, 1t addressed the State's ability
to generate sufficient capital and support budget re-
sources to build and staff those institutions 11962
and 1964b) The Council later dealt with the 1ssue
of space and utilization standards in three reports
(1966, 1971, and 1973), as did the Postsecondary
Education Commission (1986a, 1986b, 1990b), after
taking over the Council’s responsibilities



Not until the late 1980s, however, when planners
foresaw another major wave of students did the
next phase of concern for capital planning begin
Both the appomnted Commuission for the Review of
the Master Plan for Higher Education and the Leg-
islature's Joint Committee for the Review of the
Master Plan were concerned with the dilemma of
burgeoning enrollments coincident with contract-
Ing resources, but other than reiterating the Postse-
condary Education Commigsion’s central role as
Califormia’s official long-range planning agency,
neither group offered a solution to the dilemma

Following these deliberations on the Master Plan,
the Commussion launched a leng-range planning ef-
fort 1n 1989 that produced Higher Education ot the
Crossroads {1990a) as well as a substantial revision
m the Commission's Guideltnes for Reviewing Pro-
posals for New Campuses and Centers 11990c), re-
produced n Appendix A Through both of those ef-
forts, the Commaission sought to encourage more de-
tailed enrollment planning and greater comprehen-
sive planning on both a systemwide and interseg-
mental bamis, as well as a statewide orientation to
the development of new campuses and off-campus
centers

Since 1990 the Commiassion has worked to formalize
a new approach to capital outlay planmng that wall
accomplish these goals The approach involves
three elements that the Commssion explains on
the following pages (1) a more comprehensive
statewide planning process; (2) a streamlined ap-
proval process for proposed institutions, and (3) im-
provements 1n the financing process and in cost ef-
fectiveness

A more comprehensive
statewide planning process

The need for comprehensive statewide planmng has
never been greater In previous eras, when re-
sources were more plentiful than they are today, 1t
somehow seemed possible to consider proposals for
new campuses and new programs separate from
space standards, cost 1ndices, or changes 1n mission
or function Clearly, Califormia no longer has the
luxury of such a piecemeal approach Today, if one
of the State's three public systems of higher educa-
tion proposes a new campus, the need for that cam-
pus must be gauged against any and all other needs

n the State, against the expansion plans of the oth-
er two public systems, and against the plans and ex-
isting facihities and programs in the independent
sector. Where California may once have looked at
fee levels and student financal aid 1n 180lation, now
1t 1s well known that changes in fees and aid can
have a direct effect on enrollment levels, the need to
build new classrooms, the availability of programs,
the diversion of students from one system to an-
other, and ultimately, plans for new institutions

Gaven the resource restrictions on higher education,
Califorma’s first need 15 for effective, statewide,
comprehensive planning Traditionally, each of the
public systems has acknowledged only its own
needs as defined by each governing board’s inter-
pretation of its Master Plan mission If, for exam-
ple, the University of California sees enrollment
pressure emanating from 1ts Master Plan responsi-
bihity to admit the top one eighth of high schoel
graduates, 1t tends to respond by building more fa-
cilities and planming more campuses to accommo-
date that pressure, despite the fact that cooperative
arrangements with other systems or better funding
of student financial aid programs might possibly
produce diversions to less expensive systems and
thereby save the State both capital outlay and sup-
port dollars Similarly, community college districts
may plan for thewr own district needs without fully
considering unused capacity 1n adjomning districts
or 1n four-year mstitutions

The need for both inter-system and inter-district
communication s apparent, and while the Commuis-
sion has always required such communication in
the development of specific proposals for new cam-
puses and educational centers, 1t may also be useful
for some communrcation to take place at an earlier,
statewide planning stage The Commission spoke
to this in Higher Education at the Crossroads, and
recommended closer collaborative planning among
the systems (1990a, p 3), but the 1dea has never
been incorporated into a regular and more perma-
nent process

Such a process meets 1ts first challenge m the devel-
opment of enrollment projections Historically, the
Demographic Research Unit (DRU) of the Depart-
ment of Finance has developed statewide projec-
tions, based pnmarily on demographic consider-
ations, for undergraduates 1n the two university
systems, as well as for each commumty college dis-
trict in the State Currently, it makes statewide 15-



year projections for the Umiversity of California and
the Califormia State University Taking these pro-
Jections into account, the university systems then
produce their own statewide and individual campus
projections, often with somewhat differing assump-
tions, and m the State University’s case, with an en-
tirely different methodology than DRU employs In
doing so, however, each system has paid little atten-
tion to the analytical efforts of the ather systems,
which has tended to render the projections almost
immune from statewide policy considerations that
cut across system boundares

Equally important, the Commssion had expected
that the Demographic Research Unit would contin-
ue to project enrollments over a ten-year period for
California’s commumnity college districts, as weil as
make special projections for proposals for new col-
leges and educational centers, but budget cutbacks
at the Department of Finance have meant that DRU
must rely entirely on the Chancellor's Office and
the districts to develop district and special projec-
tions, with DRU merely reviewing and acting on
them DRU wll, however, continue to produce an
overall statewide projection for the community col-
leges. Concerming special projections, DRU's new
Guide for Community College Districts (reproduced
1 Appendix B) warns that if the districts submut
more projections than 1ts staff can review 1n the
time available between October and February each
year, the Chancellor's Office must prioritize the
projections for DRU review, with the possibility that
DRU may be forced to delay some reviews until the
following October.

A second challenge to the new plannming context 18
the approval process for new nstitutions In the
past, the systems and the Commission have as-
sumed that decisions on the number and location of
new campuses and centers will flow almost automa-
tically from enrollment planning In other words,
once a 10- or 15-year enroliment projection 1s devel-
oped, the growth numbers will indicate the exact
number of new 1nstitutions required, with the only
remaining task being a site-by-site analysis that 18
heavily dependent on local politics and planning
readmess In the community colleges, for example,
the readiness of one district with a shight need for a
new educational center may give 1t a prionty over
another district with a greater need but a lesser
planning presence In such a system, no compre-
hensive planming strategy that 1s both inter-system

and statewide 1n scope can emerge, and the result
may be the overbuilding of one region or locale and
lack of service to others

If there 1s to be a truly comprehensive planning pro-
cess for Californ:a, 1t must include not only enroll-
ment and nstitutional projections but cooperative
efforts among all of the systems of postsecondary
education, including the independent institutions
as appropriate, and a statewide planning agency
that can act as an arbiter of disagreements as welil
as a reviewer of specific proposals The 1960 Master
Plan -- and every master planning effort since -- en-
visioned the need for some agency "to review plans
for the orderly growth of higher edueation™ and to
determine "the need for and location of new facili-
ties and programs” (1960, p 3), a process that has
never been more important than 1t 1s at the present
time

A streamlined process to review
proposals for new institutions

Integral to any capital outlay review model 1s a pro-
cedure for screeming individual proposals for new
campuses and educational centers, and the Com-
massion -- a8 well as the Coordinating Council be-
fore 1t -- has a long history of considering and ap-
proving the regulations that guide that procedure

In the Coordinating Council’s time, this process was
never formalized, but left to periodic assessments of
general statewide need that tried, and usually
failed, to evaluate the merits of specific proposals

When the Commission came into existence 1n 1974,
one of 1ta first acts was to draft specific regulations
for the remiew of new institutions, and 1n 1975 1t ap-
proved a document entitled The Commussion’s Role
tn the Review of Proposals for New Campuses and
Off-Campus Centers -- Gutdelines and Procedures
(1975) The Commission revised that document 1n
1978 and again 1n 1982, each time effecting adjust-
ments 10 definitions or time schedules, but always
maintaining the same basic form as the original

In 1990, the Commuiesion approved a substantive re-
vision of what by then was called Guidelines for Re-
view of Proposed Campuses and Off-Campus Cen-
ters (1990c and Appendix A) Through that rev:-
sion, the Commuission sought to incorporate a state-
wide planning agenda into the quasi-regulatory



function the guidelines have always represented,
and the result was a greater systemwide attention
to statewide perspectives than had previously been
m evidence These new guidelines called for a
statewide plan from each of the systems, then a
“Letter of Intent” that 1dentified a system’s plans to
create one or more new institutions, and finally, a
formal needs study for the proposed new 1nstitution
that would provide certain prescribed data ele-
ments and satisfy specific eriteria. At each stage of
this process, the Commasaion would be able to com-
ment either positively or negatively, thereby ensur-
ing that planning for a new campus or center would
not proceed to a point where 1t could not be reversed
should the evidence indicate the necessity for a re-
versal

This three-stage review concept -- statewide plan,
prelimunary review, then final review -- appears to
be fundamentally sound, but some clanfications of
the 1990 document have nevertheless become es-
sential, for several reasons:

e In those Guidelines, the Commission stated only
briefly 1ts requirements for a statewide plan and
for letters of intent. These requirements warrant
greater clanfication, particularly regarding the
need for inter-system cooperation, to assist the
systems and community college districtz 1n the
development of proposals

o The 1990 Guidelines assumed that a single set of
procedures could be applied to all three public
systems In practice, this assumption wag overly
optimistic, and the new revision reproduced 1n
Part 3 of this report more specifically recogmizes
the major functional differences among the three
systems

+ The procedures for developing enrollment projec-
tions need to be altered to account for the curtail-
ment of activities created by the severe staffing
reductions at the Demographic Research Unit of
the Department of Finance, which have ehiminat-
ed 1ts ability to make special projections for com-
munity college districts and reduced 1ts capacity
to project graduate enrollments

o The unprecedented number of proposals emanat-
ing from the community colleges, as well as the
staff reductions experienced by the Commission,
require a streamhning of the approval process
Consequently, certain timehnes have been short-

ened, and all have been clanfied as to the dura-
tion of review at each stage of the process

¢ Over the years, many terms such as “college,”
“center,” and “institution” have become con-
fused. The new revision in Part 3 seeks to define
such terms precisely, which should help avoid
confusion and thereby accelerate the approval
process

Improvements in financing
and cost effectiveness

The third element 1n the new approach concerns fi-
nancing and cost effectiveness. It includes a wide
variety of subjects on which the Commussion has
previously 1ssued reports and may 1ssue more 1n the
future Among them are the following subjects

1 Comprehenswe long-range cost projections

At the present time, long-range capital outlay cost
projections are highly tenuous Each of the systems
18 required to develop a five-year plan for capital
construction that 18 intended to account for all plan-
ning, working drawings, construction, and equip-
ment projects for which any funds are to be appro-
priated within the planmng window These plans
are generally quite accurate for the first three
years, assuming the funding stream for the first
year or two 18 uninterrupted. The fourth and fifth
years, however, often show much softer numbers
that are almost 1nevitably subject to major changes
when the following year’s plan emerges Mowving
past the five-year period, the projections become
even more nebulous, particularly 1n the community
colleges, since netther the districis nor the Chancel-
lor's Office has been able to retain as many plan-
ners a8 have the baccalaureate systems

In spite of this problem, long-range capital outlay
projections are essential to a viahle framework for
capital planning, and the Commission must under-
take a continuing effort, through the advisory com-
mittee process, to improve and refine long-range
projections In proposing such projections, 1t 1s not
intended that the public systems be held rigidly to
the numbers the projections produce Rather, 1t 13
intended to provide the Governor and the Legisla-
ture with an indication of future needs, and thereby



give policymakers substantial lead times in which
to make decisions. It 1s also intended to encourage
and promote the discipline of planning, which may
be described as an attitude or mind set of continual-
ly looking forward beyond the concerns of immedi-
ate problems and crizes

2 The capital outlay process

The capital outlay process 13 a subject area at leaat
ag complicated as space and utilization standards,
and equally deserving of a permanent place within
the planning framework A permanent consulta-
tive forum 18 clearly needed -- a policy advisory
committee consisting of representatives from con-
trol agencies and the systems that will address pos-
sible increases in efficiency, procedural improve-
ments, and the proper allocation of responsibilities
Such & forum does not now exist, but should be part
of a permanent long-range planning process

3 The cost of construction

A corollary to both space standards and the process
of approving building programs 18 the cost of the
buildings themselves Where space standards de-
termine the number of equare feet to be construct-
ed, and the capital outlay process determines the
construction time schedule, construction costs can
extend or constrain a given level of appropnation.
Construction costs are determined by the prefer-
ences of educators, the experience of architects, en-
gineers, and contractors, and the constramts of both
State and local building codes As a result, they
may be less amenable to analysis by State policy-
makers Nevertheless, and probably with the use of
professional engineering consultants, an advisory
group with broad representation might well find
ways to generate economies 1n higher education
construction projects One possibility 1s the con-
struction of more durable buildings that may cost
more 1mtially, but which will be more cost effective
ia the long run

It should be noted in this context that the Legisla-
ture has proposed Supplemental Language to the
1992-33 Budget Act that calls for the University
and the State Umversity, “in consultation with the
Department of Finance and the Legslative Ana-
lyst’'s Office, (to) prepare a report on the differences
1n construction costs of state-funded general aca-

demic, office, classroom, and laboratory buildings at
the UC and the CSU " This study 1s due to be com-
pleted by February 1, 1993, and wall involve the re-
tention of an engineering consultant

4 Capital outlay fund sources

In the Commission's preliminary report on long-
range capital planming 1992), 1t 1dentified eight
capital outlay funding sources, including:

e General obligation bonds,

¢ Lease-payment bonds (also called revenue bonds
or self-liquidating bonds),

o Dhrect General Fund appropriations;
¢ Federal appropnations,

» Student fees -- a portion of which could be direct-
ly allocated to construction projects or bond debt
service,

e Special taxes levied exclusively for capital out-
lay,

s Lease purchase agreements, and

s Private g;iving

It 1s possible that other funding sources could be
digcovered or that a greater emphasis could be
placed on certain sources that were not previously
used extensively Also, a recent discussion within
the community college system centered on the issue
of State and local sharing of responsibilities for
capital construction -- a discussion that could be ex-
tended under the Commssion’s auspices It might
also be useful to survey other states to determine
what methods they use to finance capital construc-
tion One not mentioned previcusly is tax incen-
tives to business, industry, and even individuals to
contribute to capital costs, and another might be the
use of redevelopment money

5 Alternatwe instructional delivery techniques

Many alternative delivery systems have been dis-
cussed over the years, some extensively Among
the options are year-round operations; greater use
of educational centers; greater utilization of facih-
ties 1n the afternoons and evenings, the joint use of
facilities by more than one system, expansion of



student aid to better utilize the independent sector,
diversion of Umversity and State Umversity stu-
dents to the community colleges, perhaps by en-
couraging community college educational centers
on the campuses of four-year institutions; and
greater use of technology.

All of these subject areas have been considered be-
fore, often by the Commussion, but that 1s not to say
that further exploration might not prove worth-
while In most cases, these options produce either
greater access (e g year-round operations, the use
of educational centers, instructional television) or
enhanced programmung (computer aided 1nstruc-
tion) rather than cost savings, but it 18 equally clear
that a comprehensive approach to capital outlay
plannming and review must be prepared to consider
cost saving alternatives
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6. Space and utilization standards

The Commission has 1ssued reports since 1965 on
this subject, most recently in A Capacity for Learn-
ing Reuvising Space and Utilization Standards for
California Public Higher Education (1996b) In the
first recommendation 1n that report, the Commis-
gion called for the permanent establishment of an
Adwvisory Commuttes on Space and Utthization Stan-
dards as an arbiter and referee over the entire sub-
Ject matter area, The creation of such a deliberative
commitiee would necessarily be an integral part of
any 1mproved planning context for capital outlay
review, but that recommendation and the others 1n
the report have not yet been approved or imple-
mented by other agencies As a result, the Commais-
sion has moved to implement them by means of the
proposals 1t outlined i Part One of this report and
the revision of 1ts Guidelines it offers in Part Three
on the following pages



Guidelines for Review of Proposed
University Campuses, Community
3 Colleges, and Educational Centers

Introduction

Commussion responsibilities and authority
regarding new campuses and centers

Section 66904 of the Califorma Education Code ex-
presses the intent of the Lemslature that the sites
for new institutions or branches of public postsecon-
dary education will not be authorized or acquired
unless recommended by the Commission-

It 18 the mtent of the Legislature that sites for
new nstitutions or branches of the Umiversity
of Cahforma and the California State Umver-
sity, and the classes of off-campus centers as
the Commussion shall determine, shall not be
authorized or acquired unless recommended by
the Commission

It 18 further the intent of the Legislature that
Califorma community colleges shall not receive
State funds for acquisition of sites or construc-
tion of new 1nstitutions, branches or off-campus
centers unless recommended by the Commis-
sion. Acgquisition or construction of non-State-
funded community colleges, branches and off-
campus centers, and proposals for acquisition
or construction shall be reported to and may be
reviewed and commented upon by the Commus-
s1on

Evolution and purpose of the guidelines

In order to carry out its given responsibilities mn
this area, the Commission adopted policies relating
to the review of new campuses and centers 1n April
1975 and revised those policies 1n September 1978
and September 1982 Both the 1975 document and
the two revislons outlined the Commission’s basic
assumptions under which the gmdelines and pro-
cedures were developed and then specified the pro-
posals subject to Commission review, the criteria
for reviewing proposals, the schedule to be foliowed

by the segments when submitting proposals, and
the contents of the required “needs studies ”

Reasons for the 1992 revisions

By 1992, experience with the existing procedures
suggested that they needed revision 1n order to ac-
commodate the changed planning environment tn
California, particularly related to Califorma’'s di-
minished financial resources and growing college-
age population This revision 1s offered primarily to
deal with two problems

o First, the missions of each of the public systems
of higher education in California are so different
that 1t has become evident that a umified set of
guidelines and procedures cannot serve for all
three

¢ Second, the unprecedented number of proposals
emanating from the California Community Col-
leges has forced the Commisaion to clanfy, and if
possible, to streamline the process Where the
Commission has historically reviewed no more
than two or three proposals per year at the most,
it 18 probable that the Commission will be asked
to review a number of proposals over the next
several years that 1s considerably higher than
the historical average There may also be propos-
als from the four-year institutions for new uni-
versity campuses and educational centers Be-
cause of this, the Commission has endeavored to
shorten 1ts review time (from six to four months)
for community college educational centers, and
to establish specific deadlines for the review of
other proposals

Policy assumptions used
in developing these guidelines

The following s1x policy assumptions are central to
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the development of the procedures and criteria that
the Commission uses 1n reviewing proposals for
new campuges and off-campus centers:

1 It 1s State policy that each resident of California
who has the capacity and motivation to benefit
from higher education will have the opportunmity
to enroll 1n an 1nstitution of higher education
The Califormia Community Colleges shall con-
tinue to be accessible to all persons at least 18
years of age who can benefit from the instruction
offered, regardless of district boundames The
California State University and the University
of California shall continue to be accessible to
first-time freshmen among the pool of students
eligible according to Master Plan eligibility
guidelines Master Plan guidelines on under-
graduate admission priorities will continue to be
(1) continuing undergraduates in good standing,
(2) Califorma residents who are successful trans-
fers from Cahfornia public community colleges;
(3) Cahforrua residents entering at the fresh-
man or sophomore level, and (4) residents of
other states or foreign countries

2 The differentiation of function among the sys-
tems with regard to mstitutional mission shall
continue to be as defined by the State's Master
Plan for Higher Education

3 The University of California plans and develops
1ts campuses and off-campus centers on the basis
of statewide need

4 The Calforma State Umiversity plans and devel-
ops 1ts campuses and off-campus centers on the
basis of statewnde needs and special regional
considerations

5 The Calforma Community Colleges plan and
develop their campuses and off-campus centers
on the basis of local needs

6 Planned enrollment capacities are established
for and observed by all campuses of public post-
secondary education These capacities are deter-
mined on the basis of statewide and institutional
economiles, community and campus environ-
ment, physical hmitations on campus size, pro-
gram requirements and student enroilment lev-
els, and 1nternal orgamization Planned enroll-
ment capacities are established by the governing
boards of community college districts (and re-
viewed by the Board of Governors of the Califor
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ma Commumity Colleges), the Trustees of the
Califormia State University, and the Regents of
the University of California

Definitions

For the purposes of these guidehnes, the following
definmitions shall apply

Cutreach Operation (all systems) An outreach op-
eration 18 an enterprise, operated away from a com-
mumty college or university campus, tn leased or
donated facilities, which offers credit courses sup-
ported by State funds, and which serves a student
population of less than 500 full-time-equivalent
students (FTES) at a single location

Educational Center (Cahfornia Community Coile-
ges) An educational center 18 an off-campus enter-
prise owned or leesed by the parent district and ad-
munistered by a parent college The center must en-
roll 2 mmmum of 500 full-time-equivalent stu-
dents, maintain an on-gite admimistration (typical-
ly headed by a dean or director, but not by a pres:-
dent, chancellor, or superintendent), and offer pro-
grams leading to certificates or degrees to be con-
ferred by the parent institution

Educational Center (The Califorma State Univer-
sity). An educational center 1s an off-campus enter-
prise owned or leased by the Trustees and adminis-
tered by a parent State University campus The
center must offer courses and programs only at the
upper division and graduate levels, enroll a min:-
mum of 500 full-time-equivalent students, main-
tain an on-site administration itvpically headed by
a dean or director, but not by a president), and offer
certificates or degrees to be conferred by the parent
institution Educational facilities operated 1n other
states and the Dhstrict of Columbia shall not be re-
garded as educational centers for the purposes of
these guidelines, unless State capital outlay fun-
ding 15 used for construction, renovation, or equip-
ment

Educational Center (Unmiversity of California) An
educational center 1s an off-campus enterprize own-
ed or leased by the Regents and administered by a
parent Umversity campus The center must offer
courses and programs only at the upper division and



graduate levels, enroll a mimumum of 500 full-time-
equivalent students, maintain an on-site adminis-
tration (typically headed by a dean or director, but
not by a chancellor), and offer certificates or degrees
to be conferred by the parent institution Organized
Research Units (ORUs) and the Northern and
Southern Regional Library Facilities shall not be
regarded as educational centers Educational facili-
ties operated in other states and the District of
Columbia shall not be regarded as educational cen-
ters unless State capital outlay funding 1s used for
construction, renovation, or equipment

College (Califormia Commuruty Colleges): A full-
service, separately accredited, degree and certif-
1cate granting institution offering a full comple-
ment of lower-division programs and services, usu-
ally at a single campus location owned by the dis-
trict, colleges enroll a minimum of 1,000 full-time-
equivalent students A college will have its own
administration and be headed by a president or a
chancellor.

University Campus (University of California and
The Cahforma State University) A separately ac-
credited, degree-granting institution offering pro-
grams at the lower division, upper division, and
graduate levels, usually at a single campus location
owned by the Regents or the Trustees; university
campuses enroll a minimum of 1,000 full-time-
equivalent students A university campus will
have 1ts own administration and be headed by a
president or chancellor

Institution (all three systems) As used 1n these
guidehnes, “institution” refers to an educational
center, a college, or a university campus, but not to
an outreach operation

Projects subject to Commuission review

New institutions (educational centers, campuses,
and colleges) are subject to review, while outreach
operations are not The Commission may, however,
review and comment on other projects consistent
with 1ts overall State planning and coordination
role

Stages in the review process

Three stages of systemwide responsibility are 1n-
volved 1n the process by which the Commission re-
views proposals for new institutions (1) the formu-
lation of a long-range plan by each of the three pub-
he systems, (2) the submission of a “Letter of Intent
to Expand” by the systemwide governing board, and
(3) the submission of a “Needs Study” by the sys-
temwide govermng board Each of these stages 1s
discussed below

1 The systemunde long-range plan

Plans for new institutions should be made by the
Regents, the Trustees, and the Board of Governors
only after the adoption of a systemwide plan that
addresses total statewide long-range growth needs,
including the capacaty of existing institutions to
accommodate those needs Each governing board
should submit 1ts statewide plan to the Commission
for review and comment (with copies to the Depart-
ment of Finance, the Demographic Research Unit,
and the Office of the Legslative Analyst} before
proceeding with plans for the acquisition or con-
struction of new mstitutions Each system must up-
date 1ts systemwide long-range plan every five
years and submit it to the Commission for review
and comment

Each systemwide long-range plan should include
the following elements

» For all three public systems, a 15-year under-
graduate enrcliment projection for the system,
presented 1n terms of both headcount and full-
time-equivalent students (FTES) Such projec-
tions shall include a full explanation of all
assumptions underlying them, consider the an-
nual projections developed by the Demographie
Research Unit of the Department of Finance, and
explain any sigmficant departures from those
projections

» For the University of California and the Cali-
forma State University, a systemwide 15-year
graduate enrollment projection, presented with a
full explanation of all assumptions underlying
the projection

» Each of the three public systems should provide
evidence within the long-range plan of cooperat
1ve planning with California’s other public sys



tems, such as documentation of official contacts,
meetings, correspondence, or other efforts to inte-
grate itg own planning with the planning efforts
of the other pubhc systems and with any inde-
pendent colleges and universities 1n the area

The physical capacities of existing independent
colleges and universities should be considered If
disagreements exist among the systems regard-
ing such matters as enrollment projections or the
scope, location, construction, or conversion of
new facilities, the long-range plan should clearly
state the nature of those disagreements

For all three public systems, the physical and
planned enrollment capacity of each institution
within the system Physical capacity shall be de-
termined by analyzing existing capacity space
plus funded capacity projects Planned enroll-
ment capacity shall be the ultimate enrollment
capacity of the institution as determined by the
respective goverming board of the system -- Re-
gentg, Trustees, or Board of Governors.

For all three public systems, a development plan
that includes the approximate opening dates
(within a range of plus or minus two years) of all
new 1nstitutions -- educational centers, commu-
nity colleges, and university campuses; the ap-
proximate capacity of those 1nstitutions at open-
ing and after five and ten years of operation, the
geographic area in which each institution 1s to be
located (region of the State for the University of
Cahfornia, county or aity for the California State
Untversity, and district for community colleges),
and whether a center 15 proposed to be converted
into a commumty college or university campus
within the 15-year period specified

A prajection of the capital outlay cost texcluding
bond interest) of any new institutions proposed to
be bwilt within the 15-year period specified, ar-
rayed by capacity at various stages over the
fifteen-year period (e g opening enrollment of
2,000 FTES, 5,000 FTES five years later, etc |, to-
gether with a statement of the assumptions used
to develop the cost projection

A projection of the ongoing capital outlay cost
(excluding bond 1nterest) of ex1sting 1nstitutions,
arrayed by the cost of new space to accommodate
enrollment growth, and the cost to renovate ex-
1sting buildings and infrastructure, together
with a statement of the assumptions used to de-
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velop the cost projection, and with maintenance
costs included only 1f the type of maintenance in-
volved 18 normally part of a system’s capital out-
lay budget

2 The “Letter of Intent to Expand”

New unwersity campuses No less than five years
prior to the time 1t expects its first capital outlay
appropriation, the Regents or the Trustees should
submat to the Commission (with copies to the De-
partment of Finance, the Demographic Research
Umt, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst) a
“Letter of Intent to Expand.” This letter should con-
tain the following information.

» A preliminary ten-year enrollment projection for
the new university campus {from the campus's
opeming date), developed by the systemwide cen-
tral office, which should be consistent with the
statewide projections developed annually by the
Demographic Research Umt of the Department
of Finance. The systemwide central office may
seek the advice of the Unit in developing the pro-
Jection, but Unit approval 1s not required at thas
stage.

» The geographic location of the new university
campus (region of the State for the University of
Califorma and county or city for the Califormia
State Unuversity)

» If the statewide plan envisions the comstruction
or acquisition of more than one new institution,
the reason for prioritizing the proposed universi-
ty campus ahead of other new institutions should
be specified

* A time schedule for development of the new uni-
versity campus, including prehiminary dates and
enroilment levels at the opening, final buildout,
and intermediate stages

» A tentative ten-year capital outlay budget start-
mmg on the date of the first capital outlay
appropriation

» A copy of the resolution by the governing board
authorizing the new university campus

» Maps of the area 1n which the proposed univers:-
ty campus 15 to be located, indicating population
densities, topography, and road and highway
configurations



Conversion by the University of California or the
California State University of an existing education-
al center to o uniwversity campus No less than three
years prior to the time 1t expects to enroll lower di-
vision students for the first time, the Regents or the
Trustees should submit to the Commission (with
copies to the Department of Finance, the Demeo-
graphic Research Unit, and the Office of the Legs-
lative Analyst) a “Letter of Intent to Expand.” This
letter should contan the following information

» The complete enrollment history (headcount and
full-time-equivalent students) or the previous
ten years history (whichever 1s less) of the educa-
tional center. A preliminary ten-year enrollment
projection for the new umversity campus (from
the campus’s opening date), developed by the sys-
temwide central office, which should be consis-
tent with the statewide projections developed an-
nually by the Demographic Research Umnt of the
Department of Finance The systemwide central
office may seek the advice of the Unit 1n develop-
ing the projection, but Unmit approval 1s not re-
quired at this stage

v If the statewnde plan envisions the construction
or acquisition of other new 1nstitution(s), the rea-
son for prniontizing the proposed university cam-
pus ahead of other new institutions should be
specified

» A time schedule for converting the educational
center and for developing the new university
campus, 1ncluding preliminary dates and enrell-
ment levels at the opening, final buildout, and
intermediate stages

» A tentative ten-year capital outlay budget start-
ing on the date of the first capital outlay
appropriation for the new university campus.

» A copy of the resolution by the governing hoard
authorzing conversion of the educational center
to a unmiversity campus

» Maps of the area 1n which the proposed umivers:-
ty campus 18 to be located, indicating population
densities, topography, and road and highway
configurations

New educational centers of the Unwersity of Califor-
na and the Californic State Unwversity No less
than two years prior to the time it expects its first
capital outlay appropriation, the Regents or the

Trustees should submit to the Commission (with
copies to the Department of Finance, the Demogra-
phic Research Umnit, and the Office of the Legisla-
tive Analyst) a “Letter of Intent to Expand * This
letter should contain the following information:

¥ A prelimmary five-year enrollment projection for
the new educational center (from the center’s
opening date), developed by the systemwide cen-
tral office, which should be consistent with the
statewide projections developed annually by the
Demographic Research Unit of the Department
of Finance The systemwide central office may
seek the advice of the Unit 1n developing the pro-
jection, but Unit approval 1s not required at this
stage

¢ The location of the new educational center in
terms as specific as possible An area not exceed-

ing a few square miles 1n size should be i1dent:-
fied

» If the statewnde plan envisions the construction
or acquisition of more than one new institution,
the reasons for prioritizing the proposed educa-
tional center ahead of other new institutions
should be specified.

» A time schedule for development of the new edu-
cational center, including preliminary dates and
enrollment levels at the opening, final buildout,
and intermediate stages

p A tentative ten-year capital cutlay budget start-
ing on the date of the first capital outlay
appropriation

» A copy of the resolution by the governing board
authorizing the new educational center

» Maps of the area 1n which the proposed educa-
tional center 1s to be located, indicating popula-
tion densities, topography, and road and highway
configurations

New Californmie Communuty Colleges No less than
36 months prior to the time 1t expects 1its first capi-
tal outlay appropriation, the Board of Governors of
the Califormia Community Colleges should submit
to the Commission (with copies to the Department
of Finance, the Demographic Research Umt, and
the Office of the Legislative Analyst) a "Letter of
Intent to Expand " This letter should contain the
following information
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» A preliminary ten-year enrollment projection for
the new college (from the college’s opeming date),
developed by the district and/or the Chancellor’s
Office, which should be consiztent with the state-
wide projections developed annually by the De-
mographie Research Unit of the Department of
Finance., The Chancellor’s Office may seek the
advice of the Unit 1n developing the projection,
but Unit approval 18 not required at this stage

» The location of the new college 1n terms as specif-
1c a8 possible, ugually not exceeding a few square
miles

» A copy of the distriet’s most recent five-year capi-
tal construction plan

» If the statewide plan envisions the construction
or acquisition of more than one new 1nstitution
within the 15-year term of the plan, the plan
should prioritize the proposed new colleges 1n
terms of three five-year intervals (near term, md
term, and long term) Prionties within each of
the five-year periods of time shall be established
through the Board of Governors five-year capital
outiay planning process required by Supplemen-
tal Language to the 1989 Budget Act.

» A tumne schedule for development of the new col-
lege, ineluding preliminary dates and enrollment
levels at the opening, final buildout, and
intermediate stages.

» A tentative ten-year capital outlay budget start-
ing on the date of the first capital outlay ap-
propriation.

-

A copy of the resolution by the Board of Gover-
nors authorzing the new college

» Maps of the area 1n which the proposed new col-
lege 18 to be located, indicating pepulation dens:-
ties, topography, and road and highway config-
urations

New California Community College educational cen-
ters No less than 18 months prior to the time it ex-
pects 1ts first capital outlay appropration, the
Board of Governors of the Califorrua Community
Colleges should submit to the Commission (with
copies to the Department of Finance, the Demogra-
phic Research Unit, and the Office of the Legisla-
tive Analyst) a “Letter of Intent to Expand.” This
letter should contain the following information
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» A preliminary five-year enrollment projection for
the new educational center (from the center’s
opening date), developed by the district and/or
the Chancellor’s Office, which should be consis-
tent with the statewide projections developed an-
nually by the Demographic Research Umt of the
Department of Finance The Chancellor’s Office
may seek the advice of the Unit 1in developing the
projection, but Unit approval 18 not required at
this stage

» The location of the new educational center 1n
terms as specific ag possible, usually not exceed-
ing a few square miles

» A copy of the district’s most recent five-year capi-
tal construction plan

» If the statewide plan envisions the construction
or acquistiion of more than one new mstitution
within the 15-year term of the plan, the plan
should prioritize the proposed new centers in
terms of three five-year intervals (near term, mid
term, and long term) Priorities within each of
the five-year periods of time shall be estabhished
through the Board of Governors five-year capital
outlay planning process required by Supplemen-
tal Language to the 1989 Budget Act

» A time schedule for development of the new edu-
cational center, including prelminary dates and
enrollment levels at the opening, final buildout,
and intermediate stages

» A tentative ten-year capital outlay budget start-
ing on the date of the first capital outlay appro-
priation

-

A copy of the resolution by the Board of Gover-
nors autherizing the new educational center

Maps of the area 1n which the proposed educa-
tional center 1s to be located, indicating popula-
tion densities, topography, and road and highway
configurations

-

3 Comnussion response
to the “Letter of Intent to Expand”

Once the “Letter of Intent to Expand” 1s received,
Commission staff will review the enrollment projec-
tions and other data and information that serve as
the basis for the proposed new institution. If the
plans appear to be reasonable, the Commaission's
executive director will advise the systemwide chief



executive officer to move forward with site acquis:-
tion or further development plans The Executive
Director may 1n this process raise concerns about
defects 1n the Letter of Intent to Expand that need
to be addressed 1n the planning process If the Exec-
utive Director 18 unable to advise the chuef execu-
tive officer to move forward with the expansion
plan, he or she shall so state to the clhuef executive
officer prior to notifying the Department of Finance
and the Legislature of the basis for the negative
recommendation The Executive Director shall re-
spond to the chief axecutive officer, 1n writing, no
later than 60 days following submission of the Let-
ter of Intent to Expand to the Commission

4, Development of the “needs study”

Followng the Executive Director's preliminary re-
commendation to move forward, the systemwide
central offices shall proceed with the final process of
identifying potential sites for the new nstitution.
If property for the new 1nstitution 1s already owned
by the system, alternative sites must be 1dentified
and considered in the manner required by the
Califormia Environmental Quality Act So as to
avold redundancy in the preparation of informa-
tion, all maternals germane to the environmental
1mpact report process shall be made available to the
Commassion at the same time that they are made
available to the designated responsible agencies

Upon approval of the environmental impact report
by the lead agency, the systemwide central office
shall forward the final environmental impact report
for the site as well as the final needs study for the
new Institution to the Commission The needs
study must respond fully to each of the eriteria out-
lined below, which collectively will constitute the
basi1s on which the proposal for the new 1nstitution
will be evaluated The needs study shall be com-
plete only upon receipt of the environmental impact
report, the academic master plan, the special enroll-
ment projection approved by the Demographic Re-
search Unit, and complete responses to each of the
criteria listed below

5, Commussion action

Once the Commission has received the completed
needs study, the Executive Director shall certify the
completeness of that Needs Study to the system-

wide chief executive officer The Commission shall
take final action on any proposal for a new mstitu-
tion according to the following schedule

New university campus
University of California One Year
The Celifornia State University' One Year
New college
Cahformia Community Colleges Six Months

New Educational Center
University of Cahforma- Six Months
The California State University Six Months
Cahformia Commumty Colleges Four Months

Once the Commuission has taken action on the pro-
posal, the Executive Director will notify the appro-
priate legislative committee chairs, the Depart-
ment of Finance, and the Office of the Lemslative
Analyst.

Critera for evaluating proposals

As stated 1 Sections 66903(2a] and 66903[5] of the
Education Code, the Commission’s responsibility 18
to determune “the need for and location of new 1nsti-
tutions and campuees of public higher education ”
The critensa below follow that categorization.

Criteria related to need

1 Enroliment projections

11 Enrollment projections must be suffictent to
justify the establishment of the “new mstitution,”
as that term 1s defined above For a proposed new
educational center, enrollment projections for each
of the first five years of operation (from the center's
opening date), must be provided For a proposed
new college or umiversity campus, enrollment pro-
jections for each of the first ten years of operation
(from the college’s or campus’s opening date) must
be provided When an existing educational center
15 proposed to be converted to a new college or uni-
versity campus, the center’s previous enrollment
history, or the previous ten year’s lustory (whichev-
er 18 less) must also be provided

As the designated demographic agency for the
State, the Demographic Research Unit has the stat-
utory responsibility for preparing systemwide and
district enrollment For a proposed new wnstitution,
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the Unit will approve all projections of undergrad-
uate enrollment developed by a systemwide central
office of one of the public systems or by the commu-
nity college district proposing the new 1nstitution
The Unit shall provide the systems with advice and
instructions on the preparation of enrcllment pro-
jections. Commumnity College projections shall be
developed pursuant to the Unit’s instructions, in-
cluded as Appendixz B of these guidelines

Undergraduate enrollment projections for new
institutions of the Univeraity of Califormia and the
California State Umversity shall be presented 1n
terms of headcount and full-time-equivalent stu-
dents (FTES) Lower-division enrollment projec-
t1ons for new institutions of the Califormia Commu-
nity Colleges shall be presented in terms of head-
count students, Weekly Student Contact Hours
(WSCH), and WSCH per headcount student

Graduate and professional student enrollment pro-
jections shall be prepared by the systemwide cen-
tral office proposing the new institution In prepar-
ing these projections, the specific methodology
and/or rationale generating the projections, an ana-
lysis of supply and demand for graduate education,
and the need for new graduate and professional de-
grees, must be provided

12 For a new Umversity of California campus,
statewide enrcllment projected for the University
should exceed the planned enrollment capacity of
existing Umversity campuses and educational cen-
ters as defined in the systemwide long-range plan
developed by the Regents pursuant to Item 1 of
these gumidelines If the statewide enrollment pro-
Jection does not exceed the planned enroliment ca-
pacity for the University system, compelling state-
wide needs for the establishment of the new univer-
sity campus must be demonstrated In order for
compelling statewide needs to be established, the
University must demonstrate why these needs de-
serve priority attention over competing systemwide
needs for both support and capital outlay funding

13 For a new Unmiversity of California educational
center, statewide enrollment projected for the Uni-
versity should exceed the planned enrollment capa-
city of existing University campuses and education-
al centers as defined 1n the systemw:ide long-range
plan developed by the Regents pursuant to Item 1 of
these guidelines If the statewide enroilment pro-
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jection does not exceed the planned enrollment ca-
pacity for the Umiversity system, compelling state-
wide needs for the establishment of the new edu-
cational center must be demonstrated In order for
compelling statewide needs to be established, the
Umversity must demonstrate why these needs de-
serve priority attention over competing needs in
other sectors of the University for both support and
capital outlay funding

1 4 For a new California State University campus,
statewide enrollment projected for the State
University system should exceed the planned en-
rollment capacity of existing State University cam-
puses and educational centers as defined in the sys-
temwide long-range plan developed by the Board of
Trustees pursuant to Item 1 of these guidehnes If
the statewide enrollment projection does not exceed
the planned enrollment capacity for the system,
compelling regional needs must be demonstrated
In order for compeiling regional needs to be demon-
strated, the system must specify why these regional
needs deserve priority attention over competing
needs 1n other sectors of the State University sys-
tem for both support and capital outlay funding

15 For a new Califorma State University educa-
tional center, statewide enrollment projected for the
State University system should exceed the planned
enrollment capacty of existing State University
campuses and educational centers as defined 1n the
systemwide long-range plan developed by the Board
of Trustees pursuant to Item 1 of these guidelines
If the statewide enrollment projection does not ex-
ceed the planned enrollment capacity for the State
University system, compelling statewide or region-
al needs for the establishment of the new education-
al center must be demonstrated In order for
compelling statewide or regional needs to be estab-
lished, the State Umiversity must demonstrate why
these needs deserve priority attention over compet-
1ng needs 1n other sectors of the University for both
support and capital outlay funding

16 For a new community college or educational
center, enrollment projected for the district propos-
ing the college or educational center should exceed
the planned enrollment capacity of existing district
colleges and educational centers If the district en-
rollment projection does not exceed the planned en-
rollment capacity of existing district colleges or



educational centers, compelling regional or local
needs must be demonstrated The district shall
demonstrate local needs by satisfying the require-
ments of the criteria specified in these puidelines
Regional and statewide needs shall be demon-
strated by the Board of Governors through the long-
range planning process

2 Programmatic alternatives

2.1 Proposals for new institutions should address
at least the following alternatives (1) the possibil-
ity of establishing an educational center instead of
a university campus or community college; (2) the
expansion of existing institutions, (3) the increased
utilization of existing 1nstitutions, particularly in
the afternoons and evenings, and during the sum-
mer months; (4) the shared use of existing or new
facilities and programs with other postsecondary
education 1nstitutions, 1n the same or other public
systems or independent mstitutions, (5 the use of
nontraditional modes of instructional delivery, such
as “colleges without walls” and distance learning
through interactive television and computerized
mnstruction; and (6) private fund raizing or dona-
tions of land or facilities for the proposed new insti-
tution.

3  Seruving the disadvantaged

31 The new nstitution must facilitate access for
disadvantaged and historically underrepresented

groups

4 Acedemic planning and program justification

41 The programs projected for the new 1nstitution
must be described and justified An academic mas-
ter plan, including a general sequence of program
and degree level plans, and an institutional plan to
implement such State goals as access, quality,
intersegmental cooperation, and diversification of
students, faculty, admimistration, and staff for the
new mstitution, must be provided

5 Consideration of needed funding

51 A cost analysis of both capital outlay esti-
mates and projected support costs for the new 1nst1-

tution, and possible options for alternative funding
sources, must be provided

Cnriteria related to [ocation

6 Considerahion of alternative sites

6 1 A cost-benefit analysis of alternatives, includ-
1ng & consideration of alternative sites for the new
institution, must be articulated and documented
This criterion may be satisfied by the Environmen-
tal Impact Report, provided 1t contains a compre-
hensive analysis of the advantages and disadvan-
tages of alternative sites

7 Qeographic and physical accessibility

71 The physical, social, and demographic charac-
teristics of the location and surrounding service
areas for the new institution must be included

72 There must be a plan for student, faculty, and
staff transportation to the proposed location Plans
for student and faculty housing, including projec-
tions of needed on-campus residentizl facilities,
should be included 1f appropriate For locations
that do not plan to maintain student on-campus
residences, reasonable commuting time for students
-- defined generally as not exceeding a 30-45 minute
automobtle drive (including time to locate parking)
for a majority of the residents of the service area --
must be demonstrated

8 Erwironmental and social impact

81 The proposal must include a copy of the final
environmental impact report To expedite the re-
view process, the Commission should be provided
all mformation related to the environmental impact
report process as 1t becomes available to respongible
agencies and the public

9 Effects on other institutions

91 Other systems, institutions, and the communi-
ty in which the new institution 1s to be located
should be consulted during the planning process,
especially at the time that alternatives to expansion
are explored Strong local, regional, and/or state-
wide 1nterest 1n the proposed facility must be



demonstrated by letters of support from responsible
agencies, groups, and individuals.

32 Theestablishment of a new Umiversity of Cali-
forma or Cahfornia State University campus or
educational center must take into consideration the
impact of a new facility on existing and projected
enrollments 1n the neighboring institutions of 1its
own and of other systems

93 The establishment of a new community college
must not reduce emsting and projected enrcliments
1n adjacent commumty colleges -- either within the
district proposing the new college or 1n adjacent dis-
tricts -- to a level that wall damage their economy of
operation, or create excess enrollment capacity at
these 1nstitutions, or lead to an unnecessary duph-
cation of programs.

Other consiuderations

10. Economic efficiency

101 Since 1t 18 1n the best mterests of the State to
encourage maximum economy of operation, priority
shall be given to proposals for new institutions
where the State of California 18 relieved of all or
part of the financial burden When such proposals
mclude gifts of land, construction costs, or equp-
ment, a higher prionity shall be granted to such pro-
jects than to projects where all costs are born by the
State, assuming all other criteria hsted above are
satisfied

102 A higher priority shall be given to projects in-
volving intersegmental cooperation, provided the
systems or mstitutions involved can demonstrate a
financial savings or programmatic advantage to the
State as a result of the cooperative effort
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

HE Califorma Postsecondary Educaton Com-

mussion 1s a citizen board established in 1974

by the Legslature and Governor to coordinate
the efforts of Califorma’s colleges and universities
and to provide independent, non-partisan policy
analysis and recommendations to the Governor and
Legislature

Members of the Commission

The Commussion consists of 17 members Nme rep-
resent the general public, with three each apponted
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules
Commuttee, and the Speaker of the Assembly Six
others represent the major segments of postsecond-
ary education i Cahformia Two student members are
appointed by the Governor

As of Apnl 1993, the Commusstoners representing
the general public are.

Henry Der, San Francisco, Charr

C Thomas Dean, Long Beach, Vice Chair
Mim Andelson, Los Angeles

Tong Soo Chung, Los Angeles

Helen Z Hansen, Long Beach

Mani-Luer Jaramillo, Emerywville

Lowell ] Paige, EI Macero

Stephen P Teale, M D , Modesto

Representatives of the segments are

Alice J Gozales, Rockhin, appointed by the
Regents of the Umversity of Califorma,

Yvonne W Larsen, San Diego, appointed by
the Califorma State Board of Education,

Timothy P Haidinger, Rancho Santa Fe,
apponted by the Board of Governors of the
Califorma Communuty Colleges,

Ted J Saenger, San Francisco, appointed by
the Trustees of the Califorma State University,
Kyhl M Smeby, Pasadena, appomnted by the
Govemor to represent California’s independent
colleges and universities, and

Harry Wugalter, Ventura, appomted by the
Council for Private Postsecondary and
Vocational Education

The student representatives are

Chnstopher A Lowe, Placentia
Beverly A Sandeen, Costa Mesa

Functions of the Commission

The Commussion 1s charged by the Legislature and Gov-
ernor to “‘assure the effective utilization of public post-
secondary education resources, thereby eliminating
waste and unnecessary duplication, and to promote di-
versity, innovation, and responsiveness to student and
societal needs *’

To this end, the Commussion conducts independent re-
views of matters affecting the 2,600 msttutions of post-
secondary education in Califorrua, mciuding community
colleges, four-year colleges, umversities, and profes-
stonal and occupational schools

As an advisory body to the Legislature and Governeor,
the Commussion does not govern or admumster any in-
stitutions, nor does 1t approve, authonze, or accredit any
of them Instead, it performs its specific duties of plan-
mng, evaluation, and coordination by cooperating with
other State agencies and non-governmental groups that
perform those other goverming, administrative, and as-
sessment functions

Operation of the Commission

The Commussion holds regular meetings throughout the
year at which 1t debates and takes action on staff stud-
1es and takes positions on proposed legsslation affecting
education beyond the high school m California By law,
1ts meetings are open to the public Requests to speak
at a meeting may be made by wniting the Commuission
n advance or by submutting a request before the start
of the meeting

The Comrmussion’s day-to-day work is carned out by 1ts
staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of 1ts executive
director, Warren Halsey Fox, Ph D, who 1s appointed
by the Commussion

Further mformation about the Commussion and 1ts pub-
lications may be obtained from the Comnussion offices
at 1303 J Street, Suite 500, Sacramento, Califorma
08514-2938, telephone (916) 445-7933



A FRAMEWORK FOR STATEWIDE FACILITIES PLANNING

California Postsecondary Education Commission Report 92-17

{ONE of a seres of reports published by the Commis-
sion as part of 1ts planning and coordinating respon-
sibilities Additional copies may be obtained without
charge from the Publications Office, California Post-
secondary Education Commaission, 1303 J Street,
Fifth Floor, Sacramento, California 95814-2936

Recent reporta of the Commaission include:

92-4 Prospects for Long-Range Capital Planning
in California Public Higher Education® A Prehm-
nary Review A Staff Report to the Cahforma Post-
secondary Education Commission (January 1992)

92-5 Current Methods and Future Prospects for
Funding Califormia Public Higher Education The
First in a Series of Reports on Funding California’s
Colleges and Umrversities into the Twenty-First Cen-
tury (March 1992)

92-6 Commission Comments on the Systems’ Pre-
hminary Funding Gap Reports A Report to the Leg-
18lature and the Governor 1n Response to Supplemen-
tal Report Language of the 1991 Budget Act (March
1992)

92-7 Analyses of Options and Alternatives for
Califorma Higher Education' Comments by the Staff
of the California Postsecondary Education Commus-
sion on Current Proposals for Change in Califormia’s
Public Colleges and Umiversities (March 1992)

92-8 Faculty Salanes 1n California’s Public Uni-
versities, 1992-93© A Report to the Legislature and
Governor in Response to Senate Concurrent Resolu-
t1ion No. 51(1965) (March 1992)

92-9 Fiscal Profiles, 1992 The Second 1n a Series
of Handbooks about the Financing of California Post-
secondary Education (March 1992)

92-10 Student Profiles, 1991 The Second 1n a
Seres of Annual Factbooks About Student Participa-
tion 1n California Higher Education (March 1992)

92-11 Meeting the Educational Needs of the New
Califormians: A Report to Governor Wilson and the
Califorma Legislature in Response to Assembly Con-
current Resolution 128 (1990) (March 1992)

92-12  Ansalysis of the 1992-93 Governor's Bud-
get. A Staff Report to the Califormia Postsecondary
Education Commission (March 1292)

92-13  Postsecondary Enrollment Opportunities
for High School Students: A Report to the Legislature
and the Governor in Response to Chapter 554, Stat-
utes of 1990 (June 1992)

92-14 Eligmbility of California’s 1990 High School
Graduates for Admission to the State’s Public Um-
versities. A Report of the 1990 High School Eligibl-
1ty Study (June 1992)

92-13  Progress of the Cahforma Science Project
A Report to the Legislature in Response to Chapter
1486, Statutes of 1987 (June 1992)

92-16 Supplemental Report on Academic Sala-
res, 1991-92: A Report to the Governor and Legisla-
ture 1n Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution
No 51 (1965) and Supplemental Language to the
1979 and 1981 Budget Acts (August 1992)

92-17 AFramework for Statewide Facilities Plan-
mng' Proposals of the California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commission to Improve and Refine the Capital
Outlay Planning Process in Cahifornia Higher Educa-
tion (August 1992)

92-18 Guidelines for Review of Proposed Univer-
sity Campuses, Commumty Colleges, and Education-
al Centers A Rewvision of the Commussion’s 1990
Guidelines for Review of Proposed Campuses and Off-
Campus Centers (August 1992)

92-19 Approval of the Lemoore Center of the
West Hills Commumty College District' A Report to
the Governor and Legislature in Response to a Re-
quest from the Board of Governors to Recognize the
Center as the Official Community College Center for
the Lemoore/Hanford Area of Kings County (August
1992)

92-20 Commission Comments on the Systems’
Final Funding Gap Reports A Second Report to the
Legislature and the Governor in Response to Supple-
mental Report Language of the 1991 Budget Act
{August 1992)

92-21  Services for Students with Disabilities 1n
Calforma Public Higher Education, 1992 The Sec-
ond 1n a Series of Bienmal Reports to the Governor
and Legislature in Response to Assembly Bill 746
{Chapter 829, Statutes of 1987) (August 1992)

92-22 Exchanging Students with Eastern Euro-
pe: Closing a Half-Century Learning Gap. A Report
to the Governor and Legislature 1n Response to As-
sembly Concurrent Resolution 132 (Resolution Chap-
ter 145, Statutes of 1990) «Aygust 1992)

92-23  1992-93 Plan of Work for the California
Postsecondary Education Commuission. Major Stud-
1es and Other Commission Activities (August 1992)

Sutuusy] senIov,| IPIMaI)6)S 10] YIOMoUIRI] V

L1-%6 Moday



